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ABSTRACT

The extent to which the use of the Graphics

r'€ading
skills of Title I was 1nvest19ated. The GERIS progranm, which ccmbines
an eight-step process in language skill developsent with .
student~created television productions, was used at two 'schools
duyring the 1972-73 school year. One hundred seventy-two students in
grades 4 through 6 and 7 through 9, each of whom was reading at least
tvwo years below grade level, were included in the program. Pcst-test
results from the Stanford Achievement Test indicated that students in
grades 4 through 6 showed significant improvement in reading fcr the
first time in their school careers; their achievement in both word

have been-expected. Au improvement in achievement significant at the
.05 level was not found for students in grades 7 through 9, although
the seventh graders did show over a year's growth and did achieve at
a rate well over twice that of their previous performance in

traditional reading programs. It was concluded that GERIS can effect
dramatic improvements in reading among problem readers at the lower

:grade levels. (Author/PB)
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The following analysis reports the results of & Title I program in

. - ‘ ‘ '
Uniondale Free School District #2 for 1972-73, It involves a total of

172 students who were reAding at least two years below grade level.

One hundred thirty-one (131) of these students were in grades 4-6 and

forty-one (41) were in grades 7-9.

o - An analysis of the data indicates that the Graphics Expression

Reading Improvement System (GERIS) produced highly significant improve-

ment at the grade 4-6 level. The majority of students, achieved at

h

nearly twice the rate they had under previous traditional programs in Y

’

word meaning, as measured by the Stanford Achievement Test. In paragraph

meaning, these studeits again achieved at about twice the rate they

previously had. Also worthy of note is that this is the first time that

this group has ever had a gain of approximately a full year/year during

their reading history in school.

At grade 7-9 the analysis does not indicate a significant change

in achievement at the .05 level. However, the grade 7 component did

achieve highly significant growth, that is, well over a year's growth

and at a rate well over twice that during previous years in traditional -

programs.

’



This evaluation suggests that the Graphics Expression Reading
Improvement System (GERIS) appears to héve its greatest potential for

effecting the most dramatic results at the earlier grade levels.
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GRAPHICS EXPRESSION. READING IMPROVEMENT SYSTEM

DATA ANALYSIS

GRADES 4-5-6

Student Selection

Students were given an Informal Reading Inventory by the school

Reading Specialist. Those students who were determined to be two ot
{
more years below grade level were included in this program.
’ ' ) -

Program Débcription ' -

The Graphics Expression Reading Improvement System (GERIS), a
motivational approach to the teaching df reading, is designed fér use
in a regular classroom setting where an 8-step process in language skills
is combined with television production. A unique 3-camera mini-studio
allqws the child totpfggpce his own show with maﬁy of the same "special

1]

effects" he sees og his home screen. For a more thcrough, detailed

description of the treatment, see the Manual for Administrators (attached).

For the pﬁrﬁose of this program, the treatment was eight months in

duration, commencihg’in late September 1972 and ending in May 1973.
" . .

, .
® - #

Experimental pothesis

Those students in the GERIS program will achieve greater actual
gaiﬂs than their historic rates of gain would predicé. This greater
achievement will affect scores on both word meaning and paragraph

.

meaning, as measured by the Stanford Achievement Test. 3

N



Analysis ) . .
The measures used were the "expected gain" and the "actual gain"

-~

of each student in both word and paragraph meanings. The 'expected gain"

.

was determined by applying to the pré-test scores the method and formula

recommended in the Title 1 guidelines for evaluation. (See Appendix A).

The! "actual gain" was determined Q&«eomputing the difference between
)

the pre- and post-test scores on the Stanford Achievement Test. The
gains were compared by applying the t-test to determine whether the

students involved achieved beyond expectation}

Data
/

Compésite scores: grades 4 to 6 in three schools

e

Word meaning : N = 131

Mean Expected Gain - W46

Mean Actual Gain .96 .

Paragraph meaning ‘ N =129

Mean Expected Gain .45 R
Mean Actual Gain .87

With a t-score of 5.9 and 130 df in word meaning the results are
highly significant atﬂbgss than the .0005 level. We may infer that this
target population achieved far beyond»(1097% beyond) expectation. It

appears that these students are achieving at ahgut twice the rate they
. v 1
did under previous traditional programs in the area of word meaning.
. . Q‘ /,«
The date,analysfS»for paragraph meaning dupflcates almost the same 4

[ S N,

achieqe&ent. It-is significant to note that this is the first time the

groupihas ever had a gafn of approximately a full yearfyear during their

history at school under);raditional instruction.

e K * - s N -
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GRADE 7-8-9 -

. Student Selection

At the end of grade 6, the student population'was administered the

-

‘Gates-McGinitie Reading Test. Those students falling/below grade level
were placed in the general remedial readiﬁg program for grade 7 at
Turtle Hook Junior High SchooI; From this group, those students in need
of greatest help (below reading lévél by approximatel; 2.5-years on the

average) were placed in the Graphics Expression component. Grades 8

and 9 students in ‘the general remedial reading program were also admin- ' L
istered the Gates-McGinitie Reading Test by the Reading Teacher. °All

those who remained below grade level were continued in the program
. 4
desQribed above,
’ ‘

Proéramgggséription ‘ / Co . . \

' In genefal, the brogram'operates hpproximateiy as does .the one

13

described in the Manual (attached). The two variations of-nofe are:

.

-1) gradés 7 to 9 meet 45 minutes a day, 5 days a week, as compared with_

_ 4 . . \ _
grades 4-6 who meet 3 days a week; and 2) the Reading Teacher works -

with the students in the Reading Room while the Graphics Aiée works

.with the students in a separate room. At the grade 4-6 level the entire
P N - . a2
program is contained within one regular classroom area.

Experimental Hypothesis ’ &

Those students .in the GERIS program will-achieve greater actual

~

gains than their historic rates of gain predict, as measured by the

Gates-McGinitie Reading Test. -



. ”
Analxsis ' ' ‘ E ' o ' . : N
(~ *  The measures used were the "expected gain" and the "actual gainP
' of . each student‘as,determinedvby scores on a standardized test. The
"expected éain" was cbmpu;ed by applying to the pre-test scores the
method and formula recommended 1ﬁ,the Title I guidelines for evaluation
¢ . .
(See Appendix A).) The "actual gain" was determined by computing the
difference between the pre- and post-test scores on the Gates-McGinitie N
Reading Test. The gains were compared by.applying the t-test to
détermine whether the students achieved beyond expectétion. S
< : ’ ] ~—
' 4 Data . L ,
.7 3"_ . N
A . ‘Composite scores: Grades 7-8-9 in one school '
' - N = 41 ‘
Grade 7 Mean Expected ‘Gain ™ .52
Mean Actual Gain 1.37*
3
Grade 8 Mean Expected Gain .69
Mean Actual Gain e .88%* .
/ -
Grade 9 Mean Expected Gain .64 ,
. : . . Mean Actual Gain .61%
Composite 7-8-9 Mean Expected Gain .62 .
- Mean Actual Gain .89

With a é-score of 1.54 and 40 df, the composite results are not

-

. / '
< significant Ft the .05 level. However, if the three components are

. "
considered separately, it /will be noted that grade 7 achieved a note-

. >
worfhy gain which was significant at the .00l level./'Grada 8 achigved .
i somewhat more than what was e;§::£ed. Grade 9 achieved onﬁy as ekpecFed. ://{
It may be inferred from this data that GERIS is more effective at the \
earlier grade level. .Tkis inference is supported by The highly .

3

significant growth in grades 4-5-6.
» .
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Conclusion BRI -

From this analysis, it may be cohcluded\t;},\}b‘ the 1nnovat1ve_‘4nd

motivational approach to reading which GERIS embodies has its g’éaﬁer
. [4

f:otential for effecting dramatic <ead1ng improvement at the earlier

_gradeS’evels .

IS

S

-

\V’3 #



-
-~

Appendix A ’
- ACTUAL POST TEST COMPARISON TO
THE PREDICTED POST TEST SCHEME OF DATA ANALYSIS

Real (treatment) Posttest v. anticipated {without treatment) Posttest deaién.
. : - r

&
Step 1.. Obtain each pupil's pretest grade equivalent,

'Step 2. Subtract 1 (since most standardized tests start at 1., 0).

Step 3. Divide the figure obtained in step 2 by the number of montha the pupﬁl
’ has been in ‘school tq obtain a hypothetical (historical regression)
rate of growth per month (Ignore Xindergarten months, 1 school
year = 10 months,) : -0 -

?

. ,«}§~3:

)

Step 4., Multiply the number of months of Title 1 treatment by the historical
rate of growth per month, .

Step 5. Add the figure obtained in step 4 to the pgpil's pretest grade
equivalent (8tqp 1).

- Step 6, Test the differcnce for aignificance between the\group,predicted posttest

meart.and the obtained posttest mean with a corr d t-ratio,
S ’ y o \ |
- i .
—In¢September, a diagnostic reaﬂing teacher administered the Mecropolitan -
Achievément Test (as a pretest) to thirty disadvantaged fourth grade learners
who had scd;Ed below minimum competeﬁ%e on the New York State Reeading PEP Test.
The thirty pupils participated for the first time in an ESEA Title T -
remedial project conducted from the first week in October through the last week
in May (treatment ’time =8 months)., The Reading Disgnostician readministered
an equivalent level form of fhe Metropolitan Achievement Test (us a postteet) y
during the first week of June to the thirty pupils. :

From the September {prectest) administration, thid Diagnostician calculuted - -
the ind{vidual predicted June scores bagsed upon the pupils historical rate of

-gain (using thc method deecribed in steps 1 through 4 above) that would have

been anticipated 1if the ESEA Title I treatment had nok intervencd. in addition
to the regular ciassroom rcading instruction, The Diagnostician then compared
kfﬂprcdicted posttest scores to ths actual posttest 3cores’' by the statigtic

. cal ed the t-ratio (critical ratio) to determine whefher the thirty pupiis

achievement was beyond expectation, C o

a7
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s, The pubils have had 30 months ofsregular sghool at the time of the pru.tust.
« . d ) v
A

Step 1. Pupil #1's pretest score wap 2.5

Step 2. Subtract 1 fronll 2.5 = 1.5

P
‘l.

Step 8. Divide 1.5 by 30 (months) 05
multiply 05 times -the number of ml)nf‘hﬁi of TiLlc 1 trt.atment .05x8 = 4

Step 4. Add .4 to (the prctest) 2.5 = 2.9
thie figure is the anticipated posttest score (2 9). for pupil #1

¢

[ v

Repcat for each pupil 3
- - \ ) - " - . A I R

'i

- A}

-
13

- Record cach pupil's May Posttest score , ¢

».

Subtract cach prcdicE‘ud posttest score from the actuaf AMay) %o;ctest Bcore [d]

. \
Sum th,s differences [id] gnd square that sum_ [(zd)z] . ‘
Square the differences individual}y ‘ ’ : -
Sum the squared differences .\:(d\Z) . ‘ ! y
/ 1 \
t = ] Zd ~
———————— e e — - — [
S =@ - @ioen
. ( ' “ C )
t = 9.2 _ = 9.2 = 9.2 = 9.2 = 6,76
‘A/EO (4.62) - (9.2)1/(30-])1/53.96 4/1.8() 1.36
. .’ 29 /‘f‘

!
\ ‘
The degrees of freedom (df)=N- -1. Look in the t table opposite df=29 for the
value of t under columns .05 and .01 (two tailed tests). Since our t of/6.76
is greater than the table wvalue of 2,756, at the .01 level of probability, we

may .infer that thils target population achieved bey’gnd expectation 1n the
Title T funded treatment. _ S X e

)




difference

Posttest

Posttest

difference

Actual

’
~J

!
g
5 N
.64
[

.0

.36
.04
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.16
.09
.16
.25
<81
.01

Squared
.09
.04
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THIS TADLE CAN BE FOUND IN -
Fetguaon,lceorge A., Statistical Analysis in Psxcuology and Education, 2nd uod,
McGraw~H1i1l Book Company, 17G&, p, 406, o
Critical values of ¢*
P s
N Level of hignifieanco for onc-taited test
.10 .05 025 .01 .00§ ' C o008
d] e s —————_ o e at memmeeete e
Level of dignificance for two-tailed Lest
.20 10 05 02 01 001
-—-~—"-—' . e o] —— —__’ —-,y. - ) — e _‘.i- - . . 4'- - - - - ; -
1 3 078 6.314 “12.706 [ 31.821 03.657 66619
3 1,880 2.920 4:303 6.065. 9.925 31598
37 -ies 2.353 3.182 | 4:541 5.841 12 i /
4 1.543 2.132 1 | 4-2.776 3.747 4.604 ENAL -
s 14767 | 2.016 2.671 3.365 1.032 6 K5
- I4 b
. AN
6 1.440 1.043 2.447 3.143 3.707 5,999 ).
71 1.415 1.895 T 2.365 2:908 {7 4449 L L/ B
8 |, 1.307 1.860 2.300 2.806 ° 3.1455 5 0N : .
9 1.384 1.643 2.262 2.421 KeP ] 4.7%1
N o 10 1.472 1.812 2.228 2.764 {° 3.6 4.5M
1} 1.363 1.790 2.201 2.718 3106 4 437
12 1.356 . | 1.782 2.179 2.6%1 3055 4 31K
13 1.350 1.771 2,160 2.6.0 3.012 4.2
14 1.345 . 1.761 2.145 2.624 2.9077 4.140 P
16 | 1.344 I £ R I N E Y 2.002 2.047 4.073
. 16 1.937 1ag | T2 2.4083 2.921 4015
17 1338 -] 1.710 2.110 2.567 2. 548 3.96%
18 1.1430 1.734 2101 2.5 |, 288 28
19 | 1328 | 17w 2.003 2.500 |7 2861 4 mRy s
20 1.325 1.725 2.086 2,528 2.815 3 K0
21 1.a23 1. <2080 2.618 | 2.5 3 819
~ . 2 1.421 LT o 2ot 2508 | 2819 3792
23 1.319 1,714 2 66y 2,500 1 2,407 3967
24 1518 1.711 2 464 2,492 2.747. 3745
25,1, 1.316 1.708 2.060 2.485 VAR $.72%
-
20 1.316 1.700 2.056 2.479 2.77) ©8.707 .
- 27 1.314 | 1.7038 2.052 12473 2.7 3.6y
4 28 1.313 1.701 . 2.018 "2.467 2.76G3 3.674
29 1.3t §.090 2.015 2.462 2.7% 3.65)
. 30 1.310 1.697 2.012 | 2.457 .} 2700 3.6
40 | 1.303 1.684 2.021 2.423 | 2.704° 3.651
60 1.290 . 1.671 2 (XK 2.340 2.060 3 A0
. 120 | 1.2890 1.658 1.980 238 | " 2.07 3.491 )
“ 1.282 1.645 1.960 2.320 2.576 3.20
. Abridged from *Fable T of 11 A, Fisher nnd 5, Yutes, Statistreal
Inbles for binlogical, m;rrrulluml and qarvdienl res soarch, pubili hed by .
Oliver & Buyd, Lub, Fdimburgh, by permi: zion of thire st hors and ™
. . -+ publishicrs, .

-

If assistanoe in interpreting this Table is deaired
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The University of the State of New York
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